app ro ach es' in the subtitle o f this article spells out that a scrutiny o f th e articles displays th a t the a u th o rs did not investigate in terp retatio n s of traditions in the New T e sta m e n t, b u t th a t they ra th e r p re se n t their diverse interpretations o f the various versions of early-Christian traditions contained in the New T esatam ent.
IN T R O D U Q N G E E A R L E E L U S A N D T H E 'F E S T S C H R IF T
In a recen tly p u b lish ed co llectio n of essays tw enty-five sch o lars from W esternEurope, the U nited Kingdom and the U nited States of Am erica honoured Professor E E arle Ellis at the occasion o f his sixtieth birthday. T his book, en titled Tradition and interpretation in the N ew Testament, was edited by G erald H aw thorne and O tto Betz, and published in 1987 together by E erdm ans at G rand R apids (U SA ) and JCB M ohr (Paul Siebeck) at Tubingen. 120 ISSN 0259 9422 -« 7 X 4 6 //4 2 Herman A Lombard P rof Ellis, in 1987 a P rofessor for research at the Southw estern B aptist T h eo logical Sem inary in Fort W orth (Tx), visited South A frica in 1986 as a guest profes sor of the U niversity o f Stellenbosch and he also then delivered lectures at most of the U niversities of this country.
A p a rt from eight academ ic h o n o u rs and nine lectu rin g posts a t various insti tutions, his p u blicatio n s durin g the y ears 1956-87 c o u n t an im pressive ninety-six.
D uring the two decades since 1967 he was a visiting guest lecturer for sem esters and s h o rte r term s a t m ore th a n seventy in stitu tio n s in the U n ited S tates o f A m erica,
W estern E urope, U nited Kingdom and also the R epublic o f South Africa.
By w ritin g and pu b lish in g th is b o o k a n u m b e r o f his co llea g u e s w an ted to honour their fellow-schollar p rof Ellis for his superb academ ic work, the services he as th eo lo g ian re n d e re d to the church at large a nd for his d ev o tio n as C h ristian believer.
This publication com prises three sections which contain six, nine and ten contri butions respectively by the twenty-five authors. T hese essays vary widely from each o th er regarding ways o f approach, the context of observations and the authors' aca dem ic com petence in their respective fields of specialisation. In general, the reader is inform ed here about the recent state of affairs in research work and h e /sh e is also introduced to certain fields of study and som e issues as they are clearly reflected in the titles o f the essays. They are the following:
Proclam ation (o f New T estam en t C hristianity) and response (in faith) (by CK 
G ospel traditions in the church in Corinth (with apologies to B H Streeter) (by P eter R ichardson)

Nochmals: Paulusakten und Pastoralbriefe (by Willy R ordorf)
The hermeneutical significance o f 1 Cor 2:6-16 (by P eter Stuhlm acher).
M ETHO DO LXX ÏY FO R R E V IE W IN G SU CH C O L L E C llO N S O F ESSAYS
T his survey of the title s of th e tw enty-five essays clearly displays th e divergent nature and wide scope of this publication. This fact obviously com plicates the task of a detailed review o f a work such as this one. W here the authors are supposed to be specialists it en tails th a t only a fellow -specialist in the sam e field can m ake a thorough and com plete assessm ent o f each essay. In our own tim e w here th eo lo gians specialise in specific fields very few (if any at all!) scholars o f reputation would claim for them selves th e academ ic 'ch arism a' of such a com prehensive scholarly ability by which they could thoroughly assess such a collection of essays by alleged specialists.
W hile I claim for myself this realistic attitude of modesty and 1 also m aintain a du e e steem for p ro m in e n t th eo lo g ian s, I w ould like though to do ju stice to my assignm ent to review this book. T o do so, I deem the following rules of procedure to be im portant:
• T he academ ic standing of each one of the contributors should properly be taken into account. 122 
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Herman A Lombard T he policy and academ ic prestige of the publisher(s) offer some directive as to w h e th e r th e p u b lica tio n can be ex p ected to be assessed in a positive, o r a neutral or a negative way.
This policy and viewpoint of the publishers and editors should be weighed criti cally by looking at the extent to which the contributors w ere allowed to exercise th e ir acad em ic freed o m and deploy th e ir acad em ic stren g th in full. In this resp ect it m ust be stip u la te d h ere th a t scien tific p u b licatio n s should not be judged by perceptions such as those denoted as 'conservative' and 'liberal', since th ese term s a re invalid h ere . T h e re aso n for a sse rtin g this is sim ply th a t judgm ents by these norm s and this type of assessm ent are based on a m uch too narrow -m inded selectivity reg ard in g th eo lo g ical p ersp ectiv e, norm s and the p ro c e d u re o f jud g in g o th e rs' view p o in ts. It also b re a th e s a sen se o f se lf assertiveness because it takes the own perspectives, norm s and p rocedures as being universally valid and as having the exclusive claim on truth and legitimacy.
Such an attitude is the result of the process o f ahsolutising the own h erm eneu tical paradigm and of the (usually only one!) exegetical m ethod.
A review er is entitled to express a critical judgm ent on those essays which deal with his field of specialisation. In doing this, his scrutiny should include also, am ongst all o th e r things, an exact check on th e d a te s of th e p u b licatio n s a contributor referred to.
P R E U M IN A R Y A N T IC IPA TE D A SSESSM EN T O F T H E BOO K
As far as the first th re e rules of p ro ced u re a re co n cern ed , o n e can, in g en eral, expect a favourable and positive judgm ent on the publication u n d er discussion. This general positive judgm ent on the presum ed high standard of both editors and publi shers is confirm ed by th eir choice o f the contributors. By far the m ajority of them are honourable scholars who need not fear to be judged on the methodological level o f th eir paradigm s of un d erstanding the prim ary source (the Bible), as well as on iheir presuppositions, vantage points, their perceptions on th eir task as exegetes and th eo lo g ian s w ithin th e fram es o f re fe re n ce in w hich they investigated p articu lar problem s/issues in and relating to the New Testam ent. In term s of stipulation above th at a detailed assessm ent of each essay could be d o n e only by a s p e c ia lis t in th a t fie ld o f stu d y , I re s tric t my a ss e ssm e n t to contributions in the Johannine field, especially the Fourth G ospel. B efore B ergen's and Sm ith's essays can be discussed in detail, I would like first to m ake som e critical rem ark s on th e way th at som e of th ese o th e r ten scholars used, or abused Jo h n 's gospel.
P R O P E R R E V IE W : A SSESSM EN T IN D E T A IL
C K Barrett investigated th e p ro b lem the apostles and the early church had faced, nam ely th at it acquired a sense o f historical realism so th at, am idst m ilieus w here e sta b lish e d c u ltu re s p re v ailed , they could m ake th e ir p ro cla m a tio n in tellig ib le within their audiences' fram e of mind and m ake them also respond to their kerygma This idea, Strecker rightly says, is in line with the cosmic dim ension and the missio nary perspective underlying the whole gospel.
Strecker (p 62) m aintains his well-known viewpoint about the priority o f 2 and 3
John over against the gospel and the rem ainder of the C orpus Johanneum . H e sub th e y tra n s fo rm e d th e im p e ra tiv e fo rm o f it to atol^ou 6e ( 'p le ase save u s!').
A cco rd in g to F itz m y er th is m ean s th a t since n o w h ere th e im p erativ e form is Second, H aw thorne's usage of these texts does not do justice to the im m ediate context and hard core of these texts. A t the utm ost these texts allow one to assert th at the apostles' preaching took place by the stren g th of th e indw elling Spirit of divine wisdom, through which they proclaim ed the crucified and exalted Lord (see P aul's dictum in 1 C or 2: 1-2; 2 C or 4: 5). N owhere a single word can be detected about their w ords being added to those .spoken by the earthly Jesus. N onetheless, was it P au l's in ten tio n to testify to the fact th a t Je su s' p ro m ises in his farew ell speeches in Jn 14-16 were fulfilled and m ade real in the apostles' prophetic abilities in te rp re ta tio n o f th e C h rist-e v e n t a n d Je su s-lo g ia a n d o f his th e o lo g ic a l reflection on it. These two texts display some or o th er elem ent of herm eneutics of a section o f early Christianity, namely within the Johannine church. Both in view of the distinctiveness of this church and the context of the F ourth Gospel that was created by it, it is highly questionable w heth er this Johannine percep tion can be taken as representative of what prevailed within early Christianity at large.
• T he only valid observation to be m ade from these two texts from Jo h n 's G ospel is that people w ithin the Jo h an n in e church and its theology perceived of Old- By observing this, B etz co n trib u te s to p ro m o te th e ce n tral th em e of his article.
H ow ever, o ne cann o t accept the way in which he w ithout m ore ado patches up a bundle of selected texts from the O ld T estam ent, the synoptic G ospels and Jo h n 's G ospel (even Jn 17 from the farew ell speeches). As far as the F o u rth Go.spel is concerned B etz's treatm en t is quite an unfortunate and abusive one.
T o g e th e r w ith d u e a p p re c ia tio n for th e m erit o f this a rtic le , th e criticism m entioned above should be considered when Betz's treatm ent of 1 C or 1-2 is asses sed. O nly after this critical reading one will accept his valuable conclusion (see p 210, par 2):
In In conclusion S tu h lm ach er form ulates the herm en eu tical im plications of this ap p ro a c h and its a p p lic a tio n in the form o f th re e fu n d a m e n ta l h e rm e n e u tic a l principles for a pro p er understanding of Scripture. In short these are:
• It is not we (exegetes and th eologians) w ho have to d e term in e critically and selectively w hat the gospel may o r may not say, since the gospel itself dem ands to be received as such and to have its thoughts be explored.
H ere Stuhlm acher works with the autonom y (resp the tyranny) of texts with out paying any atten tio n w hatsoever to the roles of the interpretive community and the creativ e read e r. T hese im p o rta n t roles receive due a tte n tio n in the p re v a ilin g p e rc e p tio n s o f lite ra ry c ritics in th e ir p a ra d ig m s o f sp eech act theories, aesthetics o f reception and reader-response criticism. T hese th ree fundam ental herm eneutical principles th at Stuhlm acher form ulates on account of his excursion on 1 C or 2: 6-16 apparently constitute a paradigm which is viable and tenable only in a very restricted way. In applying this paradigm provision should always b e m ade for the fact th a t the im pact and value o f this paradigm is restricted by th e rigorous presu p p o sitio n s and by th e lim ited set o f q uestions his exegetical m ethod allowed him to ask to the texts.
T h at this latter observation is valid and even indispensable to general h erm e neutics, is proven by the fact th a t his p rinciples a re in actu a l fact h erm en eu tical presuppositions. Being so, it is inevitable to ask Stuhlm acher w hether he was guided by the principle of the accepted p rocedure o f th e herm en eu tical spiral, o r th a t he w as c a p tu re d by th e process o f to u to lo g ical circu lar reaso n in g (i e to assum e a hypothesis o f herm eneutics and then utilise this assum ption in o rd e r to prove that the assum ption is valid and correct!).
Peder Borgen devotes his article to one o f th e m ost hotly deb ated aspects of the J o h a n n in e p ro b le m , nam ely th e re la tio n sh ip b e tw e e n J o h n 's G o sp e l an d th e
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synoptic G ospels. As everyone would know, all the research on this issue was done in search of sources for the F ourth G ospel {Quellenkritik and Traditionsgeschichte) and w ith a view to explaining th e distinctiveness of the Jo h an n in e red actio n and interpretation of early-Christian traditions {Redaktionsgeschichte).
B o rg en rightly d raw s a tte n tio n to th e new a p p ro a c h to th e p ro b lem as it em erg ed since W orld W ar 11, w hereby scholars m oved away from accepting the dependence of the F ourth G ospel from the Synoptics, although the Lovain school as lead by F N eirynck still ad h eres to this view point. B orgen joins hands with those sch o lars w ho m a in ta in to g e th e r w ith P G a rd n e r Sm ith (1938) th a t th e F o u rth G ospel represents an independent tradition next to the one underlying O and Mark.
T h is co n v ictio n w as fin ally fo rm u la te d an d s u b s ta n tia te d a t an in te rn a tio n a l symposium at Oxford in 1957 (see the works of its exponents such as JA T Robinson,
S Schultz, CH D odd, cum suis).
In search of traces of such an alleged independent tradition Borgen investigated w hat he term s 'p re-sy n o p tic usage of gospel m a te ria l' (see p 80). H is w orking hypothesis is that w hat Paul had to say on the eucharist in the passage 1 C or 11: 23- W hen this assum ption is applied as vantage point for a herm eneutical paradigm, B orgen's analysis allows him to identify three structural com ponents, namely:
* the text of the tradition as it was received, preser.'ed and handed on and w ritten down in 1 C or 11: 23-25;
* the them e spelled out in 1 C or 11: 26; * the com m entary, also p arap h rase and application in 1 C or 11: 27-34 (together with 10: 16-17).
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Borgen observes that already in the mid-fifties the biblical stories about the m anna and th e well (see 1 C o r 10: 21a to g e th e r w ith M t 6: 24, p a r -H A L ) w ere being applied to the L ord's Supper (see p 85). H e continues his argum entation by assert ing that this usage o f eucharistic gospel trad itio n s by Paul helps us to understand Jo h n 's use of it. C onsequently, this assum ption helps to substantiate the hypothesis that Jo h n draw s on oral trad itio n s ra th e r than to utilise th e synoptic trad itio n (s).
A ccording to B orgen it is Paul w ho offers dated evidence for the assum ption th at gospel trad itio n s independent o f the synoptic layer did exist and was utilised, i e by Paul and John.
In follow ing up this line of argum entation, B orgen then analyses Jn 6: 5 lb-58
and 5: 1-18. H e discovers a total of at least eleven parallels betw een Paul (1 C or 11:
24-34; 10: 3-4,16) and John's Gospel (6: 52-58) and detects also the th ree structural T his m eans that m eaning in C hristian exegesis and its in terp re tatio n is constituted by the traditional status of biblical writings as p art of the C hristian canon. As far as the F o u rth G o sp el is c o n c e rn e d , its o rig in al se ttin g an d re la tio n sh ip w ith th e Synoptics do not determ ine its m eaning and significance. This G ospel is to be seen in its ow n light and in te rm s o f th e S ynoptics a n d th e re m a in d e r of th e New T estam ent when these writings becam e the canon o f the Christian church by the end o f the second century (see E C H oskyns 1947). H e also ap p e als to H W indisch (1926) and RA C ulpepper (1982) who m aintain the independence o f Jo h n 's G ospel along w ith th e Synoptics in th e sense th a t th e fo rm er p re se n ts a sufficien t and com plete testim ony about Jesus, not playing a supplem entary role nor needing to be supplem ented. As it is the case with the im plied reader, according to C ulpepper and literary critics, Jo h n 's G ospel presupposes and assum es know ledge of personalities and events which are known only from the Synoptics. This does not, how ever, rule
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Traditkm and interpretation out its autonom y.
A m ajor im plication o f this p ercep tio n is th a t no one of th e four G ospels can and may provide the key to the understanding of any of the others. As will be clear la ter, Sm ith does not succeed in m aintaining this h erm eneutical rule consistently, especially when he spells out the close connection betw een John and Paul.
If all issues relating to the F ourth G ospel are to be understood and interpreted in term s of the existence and function of a canon of four G ospels and the oth er New T estam ent books by the end o f the second century, then the history of the form ation of this canon becom es vital for Sm ith's paradigm . H e acknow ledges this fact, but m aintains th a t the statu s of the F o u rth G ospel can n o t be m ade subjected to the historical process w hereby it becam e p art o f the canon and was accepted as such;
neither can this status be determ ined by its apostolic authorship by John. All that is at stake here is that it was part of a developing canon and that the accent should be placed on its own authority as it was h eard and received within the early church as H e even elaborates on M atthew's conclusive herm eneutical function within the C h ris tia n g o sp e l c a n o n an d th is c a n o n a t la rg e . H e s ta te s th a t M a tth e w 's A gain, it is simply incom prehensible how Smith could go along so uncritically w ith th e h is to ric a l-c ritic a l o b s e rv a tio n s an d a lso p e rc e p tio n s o f B u ltm a n n , K a se m a n n an d o th e rs. T h is ste p virtually destroys his ow n c a n o n -th e o lo g ic a l 
